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doctrine, as may be seen by the way in which its advocates shift about. The essential point is this, that a sacrifice performed by a priest other than our Divine High Priest is still needed to reconcile God to us (so that without it tlie propitiation made for us all by our Lord upon the cross is no propitiation for us individually), and that this sacrifice is regarded as being- either identical with or supplementing or applying that which the Church of England defines as iu itself c a full, perfect, and sufficient sacrifice, oblation, and satisfaction for the sins of the whole world.' This sacrifice of Christ may indeed be said to be applied by and accepted in the Sacrament of Baptism and other means of grace, and by acts of faith, but this without admitting the notion of any other sacrifice, inasmuch as none of those acts are sacrificial. I have not mentioned the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper, because., to assume that this is only a sacrament and not a sacrifice of application would be begging the question between us. It is quite clear that one of the sacraments is no sacrifice. The question is whether the [Ritualists arc right in asserting, contrary to the nature of a sacrament and the analogy of Baptism, that the oilier Sacrament is a sacrifice; and to this point I will now address myself, as my case against the moderate Ritualists would be imperfect without it.
And here, again, there is a total absence of anything like definite or direct proof. There is in Scripture nothing which can be reasonably interpreted as a direct command to offer sacrifice or any institution of a sacrificial priesthood; on the contrary, the word which signifies *sacri-iicing priest3 is never applied to the Christian ministry, but the term used is one winch has not a trace of any such signification. There is no direct proof; "nothing but shaky inferences from still more shaky interpretations* Nor is there in our Prayer-Book the smallest trace of any